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HE object of this lecture is to give Catholics a better 

and fuller knowledge of their religion, and to meet 
the difficulties which inquiring non-Catholics may have 
about the Catholic Church. It is hardly necessary to say 
that it is not our object to attack other religious bodies. 
It has never been the practice of Catholics to attack their 
neighbors, or to pour ridicule or abuse upon the beliefs of 
others. A constant sufferer in this respect herself, the 
Catholic Church has never descended to retaliate in kind. 

Neither are we concerned in these lectures to defend 
Catholicism against attacks inspired by hatred. The popu- 
larity of a certain kind of anti-Catholic writer or lecturer 
has, perhaps, waned since it has become possible for 
people to get their thrills more effectively and as cheaply 
in the cinema theatres, but we still find “The Scarlet 
Woman” and “Maria Monk” on our bookstalls, and a 
“gloomy dean,” returning from a visit to the States, has 
lately tried to harrow his English readers by the revela- 
tion that the press of that free country is under the domin- 
ion of Rome. Though it is sometimes necessary to reply 
to malicious attacks, lest the weak or ignorant may think 
reply impossible, such attacks, as a rule, do little harm. 
Christ Our Lord warned His followers that they would 
be hated by all, that they would be persecuted as He had 
been persecuted. Today, wherever there is active religious 
persecution, the Catholic Church is the object of it. 
Wherever religious doctrines are derided or condemned, 
Catholic doctrines are in question. Parties at variance 
in everything else are united in opposing and maligning 
the Catholic Church. In the mind of an unbiased ob- 
server this must make a strong presumption in favor of 
the claim of the Catholic Church to be the Church of 
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Jesus Christ, persecuted Himself and promising persecu- 
tion as its heritage to the Church He founded. 

There are others who treat the Catholic Church with 
less than justice, whose defence is hard to make. These 
are the newspaper editors and leader-writers who so fre- 
quently misinterpret and misrepresent the history, doc- 
trines, and aims of the Church. We will not suppose that, 
actuated by hatred, they knowingly falsify facts or put 
forward misleading interpretations. We will not suppose 
that they are so mastered by those prejudices which a 
liberal education is expected to remove, that they will in- 
sinuate charges against a body of Christians which they 
would not dare to make against an individual. We must 
give the strange, but more charitable, explanation, that 
men who would blush to be ignorant of well-known histo- 
rical facts, or of the events happening in other countries, 
or of movements in the world of thought, who woul: 
consider it a disgrace to misquote an author or position 
or make a blunder in a classical or modern language, wil! 
think nothing of displaying with regard to the greatest 
religious force in the world, an ignorance not merely pro- 
found, but surely to some extent culpable. And the doubt 
arises: Is it worth while trying to put the truth before 
such as these? 


Honest SEEKERS AFTER TRUTH 


But there are others outside the Catholic Churcli 
whose ignorance is blameless; men who have honest dif- 
ficulties, and are honestly seeking their solution; men 
who, mindful of the saying, /ndagatio veritatis pia c! 
humilis, “The pursuit of truth calls in devotion and hu- 
mility” are earnestly and humbly looking for the truth 
taught by God. We like to think that there are man) 
outside the Catholic Church because they have never had 
the opportunity to examine dispassionately her claims. 
because they have never heard an answer to questions 
which perplex them. To such men, who seek, not con- 
troversy, but explanation, this lecture is addressed, in 
the hope that the Spirit of Truth may send His light into 
hearts made ready for Him. 

There are many who are little troubled by historica! 
difficulties, in whom the well-worn names of Galileo and 





IS THE CHURCH INTOLERANT? 183 





Pope Honorius wake but faint interest. There are many 
who feel no inclination to engage in any profound dis- 
cussion of doctrine. But they are intrigued by the attitude _ 
of the Catholic Church towards questions of today and 
men of today. And in particular are they moved to look 
upon the Church with suspicion and disfavor because she 
seems intolerant. It is this difficulty which we wish to 
meet. We shall not spend our time hunting up examples 
from the past. We shall not try to discover whether 
the Inquisition put to death two million persons in ten 
years, or only four thousand in three centuries and a half, 
and how far the Church was responsible for all that. We 
shall not institute a comparison between the characters 
and methods of “Bloody Mary” and “Good. Queen Bess.” 
We shall not inquire whether the senseless and terrible 
cruelties practiced against persons suspected or accused 
of witchcraft in the Protestant portions of Germany at 
the period succeeding the Reformation could be matched 
by what we know of the Catholic districts. For those 
interested in historical investigation works are at hand 
dealing with all these and similar questions. We restrict 
ourselves here tonight to what interests the common man 
most, what goes on around him. The question we shall 
discuss is, Is the Catholic Church intolerant today? 


MEANING OF TOLERANCE 


Tolerance has been defined as a “willingness to permit 
in others a way of living, thinking, and acting different 
from our own.” It is based upon a spirit of fairness, 
kindliness, and humility. The tolerant man is humble. He 
is not too firmly attached to his own views; he does not 
despise, and he is not impatient of, those of his fellows. 
If others go their own way and prefer their own methods, 
he does not regard this as an insult to himself. The tol- 
erant man is kindly. He wishes to avoid what would hurt 
the feelings of others; he will sacrifice his own way of 
thinking, and his own prejudices, for his neighbor’s bene- 
fit. The tolerant man is fair. He will not censure an- 
other for holding views or adopting practices different 
from his own; he respects the right of every man to have 
his own opinions and fix his own course of action. 

Tolerance is a pleasing characteristic in a man. It 
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wins him friendship, sympathy, consideration, and respect 
of those around him. Intolerance, on the other hand, 
rouses antipathy and opposition. The man who thinks 
that his opinions are invariably right, who hastily and 
offensively condemns the views of other men, who inter- 
feres with the liberty of action of others, wishing to force 
his own ideas upon them, will have few friends. Intoler- 
ance argues selfishness, pride, injustice, and a domineer- 
ing spirit. Men dislike, and shun or resist, the intolerant 
person. No wonder then that if the Catholic Church is 
intolerant; she should meet with condemnation and with 
opposition on that account. 


INTOLERANCE OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH 


And can it be denied that the Catholic Church is in- 
tolerant both in her teaching and in her practice? She 
claims to be infallible; to be incapable of error in her of- 
ficial teaching of religious truth. Is the claim not ex- 
travagant, and does it not involve an insult to the intelli- 
gences of those within as well as those without her fold? 
She maintains that she is the one true Church, and rejects 
the title of any other Church to be the work of God. 
Surely this is arrogance as well as intolerance. She op- 
poses liberty of speculation among her children, robbing 
them of that freedom of thought which is so loudly and 
confidently claimed as its prerogative by the world of to- 
day. Is this not intolerance? Worst of all, she main- 
tains that outside the one true Church there is no salva- 
tion. Could intolerance go further than this, to deny the 
hope of eternal happiness to the vast numbers of those 
who do not obey the voice of Rome? Would any other 
church, Anglican, Wesleyan, Presbyterian, or any you 
will, presume to make such a claim, or threat, on behalf 
of itself ? 


FurRTHER INSTANCES 


And not merely in its doctrines, but also in its dealings 
with men, is the Catholic Church intolerant. If a country 
unites in doing honor to the memory of its glorious dead, 
and wishes, fittingly, to hold a religious service to hallow 
and complete the celebration, the Catholic Church, no 
matter what inconvenience or annoyance is caused on such 
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a solemn occasion will not allow her children to take part. 
If a Catholic wishes to be a witness at the marriage of 
a friend, or even of a relative, which takes place in a non- 
Catholic place of worship, the Church steps in and forbids 
it. She claims the right of censorship over the books 
that Catholics write and the books they read. She for- 
bids the marriage of Catholic with non-Catholic without 
her special permission, and even then insists that the mar- 
riage shall: be celebrated according to her rites, though she 
withholds the most solemn and consoling parts of her cere- 
mony in such circumstances. Nay, more, she invades the 
sanctity of the home; she exacts a promise in writing from 
the non-Catholic party of the marriage that all the children 
shall be brought up Catholics. She opposes the majority 
of mankind by refusing to admit even the untying of 
the marriage bond, no matter what suffering this may 
entail to the persons concerned. Surely there is evidence, 
and to spare, of the intolerance of such a Church. 


A CLoser SCRUTINY 


We must remember, in examining this question, that 
virtue and vice are frequently mistaken for one an- 
other. Weakness may pretend to be charity; obstinacy 
may pride itself of being strength of will. Parsimony 
may call itself economy; prodigality may masquerade as 
generosity. Timidity may pass as prudence; rashness, or 
even stupidity, may sometimes get the credit of being 
bravery. And so, indifference may be confounded with 
tolerance, while honesty, devotion to duty, and consistency 
may, to the careless eye, appear to be intolerance. 

There are many people in the world today who take 
no real interest in religion; they are indifferent. Their 
aim is to enjoy life and get profit from it, and they 
think little, if at all, of the will of God or of the wor- 
ship of God. Such people will have little sympathy with 
a church which gives the service of God the first place 
in human life. There are many other people in the world 
who maintain that it does not matter much what people be- 
lieve as long as they live decent lives. One religion is as 
good as another. Those who hold this opinion will not 
approve of a church which says that one, and only one, 
religion is true. 
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CATHOLIC PosITION 


Now, the Catholic Church holds that a man may not be 
indifferent to religion. He may be indifferent to the out- 
come of a series of test matches ; he may awake no interest 
in the development of wireless; he may not have read the 
best writers, and may not have heard the most gifted musi- 
cians of the day. But it is absolutely necessary that he 
should learn the truth that God teaches and do His will. The 
Catholic Church does not admit that doctrine that one relig- 
ion is as good as another, any more than it can admit that 
truth is variable, that a sum in arithmetic can have more than 
one correct answer, that two lawyers on opposite sides in 
one case can both be right, that contradictory accounts of 
the same historical event can both be true, that “yes” and 
“no” can mean the same thing. The Catholic Church be- 
lieves, and can give good ground for her belief, that Christ 
the Son of God came on earth, in His own words, “to 
give testimony to the truth,” that He founded a Church 
to be the means of salvation for men, that He sent forth 
Apostles to teach definite doctrines in His name and with 
His authority, that He guaranteed He would be with 
His representatives to preserve His Church from destruc- 
tion and guard it against error till the end of time. Be- 
lieving this, it would not be tolerance if she admitted that 
doctrines contrary to her own might be true. It would 
be faithlessness to a Divine trust. It would be tanta- 
mount to an admission either that Christ did not teach 
truth or.that He was unable to make good His promise. 
It would not be tolerance if the Church allowed to her 
children—Christ’s children—such liberty of thought or 
action as might lead them away from Christ’s teaching. 
It would be neglect of duty, such neglect as God reproved 
once in the shepherds of Israel through the mouth of 
Ezechiel: ““My flocks have been made a spoil, and my 
sheep are become a prey to all the beasts of the field, be- 
cause there was no shepherd” (Ezech. xxiv. 8). 

Tolerance towards the opinions of others is called 
for in individuals, for they are not responsible for the 
correctness of the views of others, and they often have no 
guarantee of the correctness of their own. Tolerance is 
called for, also, on the part of authority towards modes 
of living and acting which are not in conflict with the end 
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which authority has to procure. But a teacher, or an ex- 
aminer, does not tolerate a pupil’s blunders. Parents do 
not tolerate what will ruin their children’s health or morals. 
The State does not tolerate the violation of her laws. As 
we have seen already, tolerance is based on justice and 
charity, and if in tolerating what they disapprove of, an 
individual or a society violates justice or charity, that tol- 
erance is not a virtue. Now, the Catholic Church believes 
that it is teaching, not a collection of human opinions, 
but the Revelation of God, and that it has received a Di- 
vinely appointed mission to do so. This being so, ob- 
viously there can be no question of such tolerance in the 
Catholic Church as would tend to cast doubt upon the 
truth of God’s Revelation, or involve neglect of her own 
mission. If she is charged with intolerance by those who 
do not understand her attitude, that must be borne with. 
She might say, as Peter and John said, “If it be just 
in the sight of God to hear you rather than God, judge ye” 
(Acts iv. 19). 


CATHOLIC CLAIM BASED ON CuHrist’s Worp 


It is the old question that distinguishes the Catholic 
religion from so many others, authority. “Hear the 
Church,” says one; “Choose for yourself,” say the others. 
And, though it is not so much my object to justify the 
Catholic claim as to explain it, I may briefly recall the 
teaching of Our Lord on which that claim is based. Our 
Lord came on earth to teach mankind -the truth which 
they must believe, and to secure the propagation and 
preservation of this truth till the end of the world He 
established a Church, which He called “My Church.” He 
gathered around Him a small body of men whom He care- 
fully trained and instructed, and sent them forth to spread 
His doctrine. “As the Father hath sent Me I also send 
you” (John xx. 21). “Go ye into the whole world,” He 
said, “and preach the Gospel to every creature” (Mark 
xvi. 15). “Whatsoever you shall bind upon earth, shall 
be bound also in heaven; and whatever you shall loose 
upon earth, shall be loosed also in heaven’ ( Matt. xviii. 
18). “Teach them to observe all things whatsoever I 
have commanded you” ( Matt. xxviii. 19). 

And as Christ gave His apostles command to teach, 
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so He imposed on mankind the obligation of receiving 
the teaching brought in His name. “He that believeth and 
is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall 
be condemned” (Mark xvi. 16). “Other sheep I have 
that are not of this fold. Them also must I bring, and 
they shall hear My voice, and there shall be one fold and 
one shepherd” (John x. 16). “And whosoever shall not 
receive you, nor hear your words, going forth out of that 
house or city shake off the dust from your feet. Amen, 
I say to you, it shall be more tolerable for Sodom and 
Gomorrha in the day of judgment than for that city” 
(Matt. x. 14-16). In the eyes of Our Lord, conduct 
would not be enough without acceptance of God’s teaching. 

As we should have expected, when Our Lord imposed 
the obligation of receiving the teaching He at the same 
time guaranteed that always it would remain His teach- 
ing, and therefore true. ‘He that heareth you,” He said 
to His Apostles, “heareth Me. And he that despiseth you 
despiseth Me” (Luke x. 16). Not only those first Apos- 
tles, but their successors to the end of time, would deliver 
their message intact. “Behold I am with you all days 
even to the consummation of the world” (Matt. xxviii. 
20). “The Holy Ghost will teach you all things, and 
bring all things to your mind, whatsoever I shall have 
said to you” (John xiv. 26). “The spirit of truth will 
abide with you for ever” (John xiv. 16). “Upon this 
Rock I will build My Church, and the gates of hell shall 
not prevail against it’ (Matt. xvi. 18). 


CHARGE OF INTOLERANCE REFUTED 


Is it not clear, then, that the so called intolerance 
of the Catholic Church, so far from being a mark of 
shame, is a stamp and guarantee of the truth of her 
claims? If she maintains she is infallible, she takes no 
glory to herself; it is the gift of the Spirit of Truth. If 
she teaches there is only one true Church, she can repeat 
her Master’s words: “My doctrine is not Mine, but His 
that sent Me” (John vii. 16). The General Assembly of 
the Church of Scotland, some two months ago, protested 
against what is called the “wanton and unjustifiable act 
of aggression by the Roman Catholic Church” in a district 
in Africa, where her missionaries appeared “in the very 
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midst of the Church of Scotland’s district.” What a 
strange misunderstanding of the position of any Christian 
Church! If a church is not assured that it has authority 
from Christ, it has no right to exist at all. If it is con- 
vinced it has Divine authority, it must carry out Christ’s 
command to preach the Gospel to every creature. There 
can be no question of a friendly agreement which will re- 
strict the teaching of the truth to certain areas. For as- 
suredly churches teaching contradictory doctrines cannot 
hoth be true, and cannot both have Christ’s authority to 
speak in His Name. If, again, the Catholic Church is 
blamed for restricting freedom of speculation in matters 
of Faith among her children, and even driving out of her 
communion those who contumaciously resist her author- 
ity, she might cite St. Paul’s words: “If anyone preach 
to you a gospel besides that which you have received, let 
him be anathema” (Gal. i. 9); or the equally clear words 
of Christ Our Lord: “He that will not hear the Church, 
let him be to thee as the heathen and publican” (Matt. 
xviii. 17). If the Catholic Church defines that outside 
the one true Church there is no salvation, she asks not 
to be misunderstood. She does not condemn multitudes 
outside her own body to eternal flames. She has canonized 
many in the long course of her history; she has never de- 
clared upon the loss of any single soul. She maintains, 
in accordance with the teaching of Scripture and tradition, 
that Christ Our Lord founded a Church as the ordinary 
means of salvation for all mankind, and made it obliga- 
tory on all to receive the teaching of that Church and 
become members of it. She teaches also, however, that 
God in His mercy has ways of dealing with souls that 
we know not, that some who are not outwardly reckoned 
among the Church’s children may, through good faith and 
earnest endeavor, be, in a true though restricted way, 
members of the true Church, and share in some of the 
benefits she scatters in the world. 


DISCIPLINARY INTOLERANCE 


And then in her discipline, can we call the Church’s 
action intolerance? Such a gentle critic as Augustine 
Birrell writes, in his essay on Edmund Burke: 
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The severer spirit now dominating Catholic councils has con- 
demned these [mixed marriages], on the score of their bad 
theology and their lax morality; but the practical politician, who 
is not usually much of a theologian . . . and whose moral con- 
science is apt to be robust . . . cannot but regret that so good an 
opportunity of lubricating religious differences with the sweet oil 
of the domestic affections should be lost to us in these days of 
bitterness and dissension. 

Alas! the practical politician, as the essayist implicitly ad- 
mits, is not the best guide to the Kingdom of Heaven. 
“The sweet oil of domestic affection” may not only lubri- 
cate, but also obliterate, religious differences. The result 
of mixed marriages is, unfortunately, an increase, not 
of true tolerance, but of religious indifference. Worldly 
peace will not counterbalance loss of faith. “Do not 
think,” the Master said, “that | came to send peace upon 
earth; I came not to send peace, but the sword. For | 
came to set a man at variance against his father, and the 
daughter against her mother, and the daughter-in-law 
against her mother-in-law” ( Matt. x. 34, 35). “He that 
loveth father or mother more than Me is not worthy of 
Me; and he that loveth son or daughter more than Me 
is not worthy of Me” (Matt. x. 37). And as regards the 
Church’s insistence that the children of a mixed marriage 
shall all be brought up Catholics, would she not be worthy 
of all condemnation if she did not secure to the best of 
her power that all Christians should belong to what she is 
convinced is the only true form of Christianity? “The 
principle that marriage should be dissolved when its con- 
tinuance inflicts hardships and unhappiness upon the par- 
ties, must now be fully recognized.” So wrote a Mel- 
bourne paper in a leading article less than two years ago. 
And another paper, in a leading article the same day, 
looked forward to “emancipation from the shackles that 
ecclesiasticism has fastened on men and women” with 
regard to marriage. The Church can only say that she 
abides by a higher authority than any newspaper writer, 
One who said: “What God hath joined together let no 
man put asunder” (Matt. xix. 6). She recalls St. Paul’s 
words: “Though we, or an angel from heaven, preach 
a gospel to you besides that which we have preached, let 
him be anathema” (Gal. i. 8). Such consistency in doc- 
trine may involve hardship and unhappiness, but it was 
the Son of God Who fixed, and Who alone has a right 
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to fix, the conditions of His service: “If any man will 
come after Me, let him deny himself and take up his cross” 
(Matt. xvi. 24). The Church, again, tries to guard her 
children from the influence of literature dangerous to 
their faith and morals. Will you approve of the State 
passing Pure Food Acts and condemn the Church for 
trying to carry out with like care Christ’s behest, “Feed 
My lambs, feed My sheep’? ‘The Church forbids her 
children to take part in the services of religious bodies 
which she must hold to be false. Would you give her less 
authority over her members in her own sphere than you 
allow to a medical association or a law society? The 
Church will not allow Catholic children to attend non- 
Catholic schools, in spite of the benefits they might often 
reap, in spite of the sacrifices which must be made. She 
is convinced on her Master’s teaching, that it would be 
no advantage to gain the whole world if it meant the loss of 
the soul. And who are more intolerant, those who in their 
systems of education will not respect the conscientious 
principles of those for whom the systems are meant, or the 
Catholics who pay twice over for education, once for 
the schools they cannot conscientiously use, and once for 
the schools where their little ones can be taught the Faith 
that is dearer to them than anything this world can offer? 


Curist Is tHE Cuurcu’s Mope. 


Is the Catholic Church, then, intolerant? If you mean 
hy intolerance a want of fairness and justice, a spirit of 
arrogance and self-conceit, denial of the earnestness and 
vood faith of many non-Catholics, the claim to pass judg- 
ment on any man’s conscience in the sight of God, the 
assigning of any section of mankind or any individual to 
everlasting punishment, the Catholic Church is not intol- 
erant. But if you mean by intolerance putting duty be- 
fore expediency, truth before falsehood, loyalty to Christ 
hefore the friendship of men, obedience to God before any 
temporal advantage, then the Catholic Church is intoler- 
ant. But she is in good company. Jesus Christ was mer- 
ciful to sinners, and compassionate to human weakness ; 
but He was inflexible in regard to truth. He never spoke 
as one in doubt, but “as one having authority.” When He 
was taxed with intolerance—“This saying is hard, and 
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who can hear it?” (John vi. 6)—He did not withdraw 
what He had said, though “many of His disciples went 
back and walked no more with Him.” When He must 
give His life if He did not abandon His claims, He spoke 
the truth and went to His death. His Church must have 
His spirit. 

And therefore today, if the Catholic Church meets 
with opposition on all sides, if on this first of August 
her churches in Mexico have been forcibly closed and her 
priests imprisoned and exiled, she has the consolation of 
knowing that she is sharing the lot of her Divine Founder. 
“If the world hate you, know that it hath hated Me be- 
fore you” (John xv. 18). “They will persecute you for 
My Name’s sake. And it shall happen unto you for a 
testimony” (Luke xxi. 12, 13). When the Church is at- 
tacked and derided, we can remember that Our Lord’s 
relatives said of Him that He was mad; the Scribes and 
Pharisees said He was possessed by a devil; the highest 
court among the Jews declared Him guilty of blasphemy. 
The Church of Christ, therefore, expects to be distrusted 
and disliked, in spite of being, or rather because of being, 
the guardian of the truth delivered by Christ to the world. 

“Do I seek to please men?” asks St. Paul. “If I yet 
er men, I should not be the servant of Christ” (Gal. 
. 10-12). 


A FUNDAMENTAL DIFFERENCE 


We admit freely that the attitude of the Catholic 
Church is radically different from that of other religious 
bodies, and we thank God that it is. An Anglican vicar 
not long ago in a sermon said: 


Religion in England had proceeded on two lines, Roman and 
non-Roman. The one had been rigid and the other pliant; the 
one had said: “We have something to give the world and we will 
not give it anything else,” and other had said: “We have some- 
thing to give, but if you do not want what we have to give we 
will give you what you want to have. 


The same spirit is shown in a notice prominently displayed 
before a Methodist church in an eastern suburb of Lon- 
don: “If it is more convenient or more helpful to you 
to attend some other church than this, there are several 
in this immediate district.” Then follow the addresses of 
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six churches—Anglican, Baptist, Congregational, United 
Methodist, Presbyterian, and Primitive Methodist. A 
church which adopts such an attitude cannot claim to 
have authority from Christ to deliver His message to men. 


RESULTS OF “TOLERANCE” 


Indeed, when we see the results of so called tolerance 
in other religious bodies, we can only be grateful for the 
spirit of the Catholic Church. Protestantism began with 
“faith without works’’; now the doctrine rather is “works 
without faith.” A bishop of the Anglican Church has 
recently applied the terms “fetishism” and “magic” to 
the Catholic doctrine of grace-giving Sacraments; but 
other earnest members of that Church find one of the 
strongest arguments for the security of their position in 
the grace they feel they receive in their Sacraments. To 
one section of the Anglican Church, confession is an abom- 
ination; in another it is as highly prized as in the Cath- 
olic Church. To some Anglicans, the Mass is idolatry 
and superstition; to others it is a true sacrifice; and, in 
the words of a recent number of the Anglican Church 
Times, “the one thing that matters.” Some Anglicans 
honor and revere Our Blessed Lady; others speak of 
her only to insult her. Many Anglicans are with the 
Catholic Church in condemning as utterly immoral prac- 
tices which are destroying the sanctity of the married state ; 
but in an important debate in the House of Lords only 
a few months ago the Archbishop of Canterbury, Primate 
of the Anglican Church, expressly said: “I have never 
been able to take the stern and uncompromising view of 
some people on this subject, who think that the thing per 
se is wrong and evil.” And so variety of opinion goes. 
Even among high dignitaries of the Anglican Church 
agreement will not be found on such fundamental doc- 
trines as the Virgin Birth of Our Lord, the Resurrection, 
or even the Divinity of Christ. 


Curist’s CHURCH CANNOT BE INCONSISTENT 


A church tolerating such inconsistencies and contradic- 
tions cannot be the Church of Christ. Christ said to those 
He sent to teach, ‘“‘As the Father hath sent Me, so I send 
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you.” “Going, therefore, teach all nations.” “Teach 
them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded 
you.” “I am with you all days, even to the end of the 
world.” “He that heareth you heareth Me.” “The Spirit 
of Truth will abide with you for ever.” Either, there- 
fore, Jesus Christ was not God, or else the Church which 
He founded must endure to speak today with His un- 
wavering voice and His Divine authority. But we believe, 
we are sure, that Jesus Christ was God, that He meant 
what He said, that He had power to carry out what He 
promised. Therefore, it follows that the Church of Christ 
today must teach the truth which Christ taught, and noth- 
ing but the truth; that it cannot change or modify its 
doctrine to suit the changing fancies of the day; that it 
cannot soften its claims in the interests of miscalled toler- 
ance. And we believe that the Holy Roman Catholic 
Church, the Church which is attacked for being unyielding 
and intolerant, is the only Church which can be this 
Church of Christ. That is the conclusion to which our 
investigation leads us. Catholics should rejoice that they 
belong to a Church not “tossed to and fro, carried about 
by every wind of doctrine” (Eph. iv. 14), but “the Church 
of the living God, the pillar and ground of truth” (1 Tim. 
iii. 15). And non-Catholics may well ask, in imitation 
of John the Baptist’s disciples, “Is this the Church, built 
upon a rock, which the Savior of the world promised us, 
or look we for another?” May the Holy Spirit enlighten 
and direct us all. 


Why the Church is “ Intolerant” 


His EMINENCE FRANCIS CARDINAL BOURNE 
Archbishop of Westminster 


Sermon Delivered at the Opening of the Eastern Liturgical Week 
at Westminster and Reprinted from the “Southern Cross” 


HE Sacred Liturgy which will be celebrated in the 
Cathedral on Saturday next has a special significance 
and importance in that it brings out strikingly the contrast 
which exists between Catholic and Protestant conceptions 
of worship: a contrast which is frequently manifested 
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when there is question of what are called “united services.” 

The Catholic and traditional Christian note of worship 
is that it should be based on truth—that the outward ex- 
pression should be in harmony with the underlying truth 
which the worship endeavors to set forth. The outward 
expression may vary very much, but the truth which it is 
intended to express must be identically the same in the 
minds of all who come together for the united worship of 
God. 


BELIEVE ANYTHING You LIKE 


The Protestant idea of worship is quite different, and 
must inevitably be different, because it is based on the 
principle of private judgment. Men may thus join to- 
gether in united worship, so long as they will utter the 
same prayers and sing the same hymns, no matter how 
varied may be the meaning which they attach to the words 
which they say or sing. The basis of worship is for them 
not ascertained, unchangeable truth, but opinions as varied 
as the worshippers themselves. 

Thus, all will utter the same words, “through Jesus 
Christ Our Lord,” while holding opinions as different as 
those of Eutychians, Nestorians, Unitarians, and the like. 
Even the “Our Father’ in such cases is used in many 
senses, ranging from the full truth which is implied in 
every Catholic recitation of the Lord’s Prayer to the vague 
sentimental acceptance by an Agnostic of some kind of 
Fatherhood of God. Thus, worship bears no longer its 
due relation to religious truth. They say in reality: “Be- 
lieve anything you like, so long as you will kneel down and 
pray with me.” 


PARTICIPATION REPUGNANT 


In the case of those, of course, who do not believe 
that there is such a thing as definite and ascertainable relig- 
ious truth, such an attitude is comprehensible, and par- 
ticipation in “united services” of the kind in question may 
be legitimate. But to a Catholic who believes that there 
is definite and actually ascertained truth in religious mat- 
ters, and who has accepted that truth as the very founda- 
tion of his worship of God, participation in worship with 
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those who do not believe as he does is not only repugnant, 
but manifestly unlawful. 

It would be tantamount to saying that unity of faith 
is of no consequence; that it matters not whether a man 
accepts or does not accept the full revelation of Jesus 
Christ, so long as he will utter the same formula of 
prayers whatever be the meaning that he may attach to 
them. 

To the Catholic it is the truth and the reality that 
underlie the prayers that matter: its outward expression 
matters little, provided that it does not contradict or belie 
the underlying truth. 

Of this we shall have a very notable example in West- 
minster Cathedral on Saturday. The Holy Mass will be 
offered up according to the ancient Slavonic rite. The 
ritual will be wholly unlike that used in any Catholic 
church in England. The altar will be screened from view, 
and the most solemn parts of the sacred mysteries are con- 
cealed from the gaze of the faithful. 


ANSWER FOR Non-CATHOLICS 


Not a word of Latin will be uttered: the language 
used will be beyond the comprehension of those who hear 
this Mass; the chant will be of a character unknown in 
our churches. Yet because this Liturgy shows forth iden- 
tically the same truths as those which are manifested in 
the Latin rite, every Catholic, whatever his race or tongue, 
may lawfully participate in it. For it is the truth and the 
Mass which matter, and here is a true Mass celebrated by 
a priest, who, in communion with the Holy See, accepts 
the whole faith of Jesus Christ. 

But to the Anglican who would ask us to join in 
Morning Prayer or Evensong, every word of which we 
can understand, we have but one answer to make—that 
of the blessed Martyr Margaret Clitherow: “I will not 
pray with you, nor shall you pray with me, neither will | 
say Amen to your prayers, nor shall you say it to mine.” 





The Indifferentist 
A. K. TuRNER 
Reprinted from The “Record” 


O where you will today, sooner or later, and it is 

generally sooner, one is bound to meet a certain gen- 
tleman. He it is who engineers the conversation until it 
veers round to the subject of religion. He then proceeds 
to give his views, as he always prefaces them, “for what 
they are worth.” As to this, opinions differ. After a 
vague and rambling statement, partly half-baked theology 
and partly half-digested pyrrhonism, he will inform you 
that he does not go to church, that one religion is as good 
as another, and that he believes in keeping an open mind. 
The latter is, however, the one thing he does not do. He 
will also tell you, quite unconscious of the delicious irony 
of it all, that the churches are all wrong, and all that a 
man needs to do is to follow the dictates of his own con- 
science, for that is the true meaning of religion. He will 
usually conclude his peroration with a magnificent wave 
of the hand and, “Well, anyway, I’m a plain man with 
plain views, and it doesn’t matter to me whether a man 


is C. of E. or R. C. One religion is just as good as 
another.” 


CoNVENIENT But FALSE 


A very pretty and convenient theory indeed. But will 
it hold water? If this theory is true, then Christianity, 
Mohammedanism, Taoism, Buddhism, Confucianism, Voo- 
dooism, and even Devil Worship, are on the same plane. 
It is clear that two contradictory statements cannot both be 
true. If one is true, then, the other must be false. There 
are either many Gods, or their is one God, either Jesus 
Christ is the Son of God, or He is not. Mohammed was 
either a prophet or an imposter. Devil worship is either 
moral or immoral and, to take the doctrine which divides 
the Christian Church into its two broad sects, either God 
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is present in the Blessed Sacrament, or He is not present. 
To state, therefore, that all religions are equally good and 
acceptable is to state a contradiction and so to deny truth 
altogether. 


Gop Is TrutH 


God is the essential, absolute truth. He must, of 
necessity, hate falsehood and error. To state, therefore, 
as our friend states, that truth and falsehood are equally , 
acceptable to Him is nothing short of blasphemy. A proved 
liar can never hold the respect of his neighbors. How 
can we assert that God, the essence of truth, is indifferent 
to truth? That He is, in plain language, a liar. Such a 
statement is horrible to contemplate, or, at least, it would 
be, if it was not a self-contradiction. No wonder that the 
indifferentist, who holds such a low opinion of God, 
usually ends up by denying Him altogether. Indifferentism 
is unbelief in disguise. 

The indifferentist likes to be different from everybody 
else. Instead of believing, with the rest of Christendom, 


that God has created man after His own image, our 
friend attempts to create God after his image by stating 
that God is indifferent to truth because he himself is. 


GOODNESS 


Our friend always makes a strong point about “good- 
ness,” speaking as if this abstract virtue was a concrete 
physical attribute. “Is not goodness the only essential ? 
Why worry about creeds?” There is no doubt that the 
state of goodness is essential to salvation, but it is not the 
only essential. “He that believeth not shall be con- 
demned” (Mark xvi. 16). The very foundation ston 
of supernatural goodness is faith, a firm, unhesitating be- 
lief in the doctrines revealed by God. And what is a 
creed but a concrete expression of faith? Credo in unum 
Deum, “I believe in one God.” A good man must 
search for God’s word, and when he has found it he must 
hold to it through all things. 

The indifferentist has no standard of goodness. His 
idea of goodness varies with his inclinations, and it often 
coincides with the state of his liver. It is a vague, vary- 
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ing haphazard sort of goodness, which reason and revela- 
tion condemn as being evil. The only standard of good- 
ness essential for salvation is the Divine standard, and 
this he does not possess. 

If, indeed, our friend the indifferentist is right, is it 
not strange that nowhere in the Bible or in the traditional 
teachings of the Church do we find the doctrine either 
stated or implied that it does not matter what a man be- 
lieves? On the contrary, we read, “Going, teach ye all 
nations, teaching them to observe all things whatsoever 
[ have commanded you.” Here was a definite, clear gos- 
pel, that the Apostles were to, and did, guard with their 
life’s blood, and to hand down to their successors even 
unto the end of the world. If it was true, that it is imma- 
terial what a man believes, how useless would have been 
the sufferings of the Apostles, what a tragedy the death 
of the millions of martyrs, and what a stupendous mock- 
ery the sacrifice of Christ Himself on Calvary! And yet 
he would have us believe all this. 


TRADITION 


From the earliest times of Christianity the Fathers of 
the Church have insisted on the unity of faith, “One Lord, 
one faith, one baptism.” St. Paul bitterly denounces the 
Judaizers of his time for attempting to force the obsolete 
customs of the Old Law on the Christians. Why is St. 
Paul so insistent if it matters not what a man believes? 
“There are some that trouble you and would pervert the 
Gospels of Christ. But though we, or an angel from 
heaven preach a gospel to you beside that which we have 
preached to you, let him be anathema” (Gal. i. 7, 8; 
Compare 1 Tim. vii. 20; 2 Tim. i. 14; 2 Thess. ii. 14). In 
like manner the Popes, from the time of the Council of 
Jerusalem in the first century until the time of the Vatican 
Council in the nineteenth century, and even to the present 
day, have opposed heresy and schism, giving the lie direct 
to the false idea of indifferentism. 

We are apt to find that the man who says, “It does 
not matter what I believe,” is usually only too ready to 
accept its logical conclusion, “It does not matter what a 
man does.” And this is not a matter for surprise. His 
morality is built on a shifting sand, and will not hold 
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against the stress and strain of trouble, sorrow, and 
temptation. 

It is the first duty of every man to love truth, to search 
for it unremittingly, and to embrace it without hesitation 
when it is found. No one will trust an unprincipled man, 
a man without convictions. And neither will God. “1 
would thou wert cold or hot, but because thou art luke- 
warm and neither cold nor hot, I will begin to vomit thee 
out of My mouth” (Apoc. iii. 15, 16). 





